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Dating violence is prevalent among college students. While past studies have used
multiple theories to explain risks for dating violence perpetration and victimization, the
literature on dating violence remains disjointed, using only one or two theoretical
perspectives in their models of dating violence. In this study, I examine dating violence
perpetration and victimization from four key theoretical perspectives: the backgroundsituational model of dating violence, social learning theory, attachment theory, and the
antisocial orientation perspective. Analyses demonstrated that elements of all four
theoretical perspectives were associated with dating violence perpetration and
victimization. In addition, religiosity and maternal relationship quality were important
protective factors against dating violence. Implications of the study findings on practice
and future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Dating violence, which can include physical or sexual violence, threats of
violence, as well as psychological aggression, is widespread in college student dating
relationships (Barnett, Miller-Perrin, and Perrin 2011). It is estimated that more than onethird of U.S. college students report both dating violence perpetration and victimization
(Stappenbeck and Fromme 2010). Moreover, dating violence perpetration was found to
range from 17% to 45% in a 17-country study of 33 universities, with almost identical
levels found for dating violence victimization (Straus 2004). Dating violence perpetration
and victimization are associated with numerous negative outcomes such as poor mental
health (DeMaris and Kaukinen 2005), additional acts of perpetration and victimization
(Gómez 2011; Vivian and Langhinrichsen-Rohling 1994), and problematic drug use
(Exner-Cortens, Eckenrode, and Rothman 2013). Given these serious negative outcomes,
dating violence is an important public health and human rights issue.
Though past studies have found several consistent correlates for both dating
violence victimization and perpetration, the most consistent finding in the literature is the
direct link between dating violence and adverse childhood experiences (Dube et al.
2001), such as child physical and/or sexual abuse (Foshee et al. 2004; Herrenkohl et al.
2004), witnessing family violence/aggression (Jouriles et al. 2012), and having poor
relationship quality with one’s parents (Cleveland, Herrera, and Stuewig 2003).
Additionally, risk behaviors such as heavy drinking (Stappenbeck and Fromme 2010),
drug use (McNaughton Reyes et al. 2012), sexual risk taking (Alleyne et al. 2011; Schiff
and Zeira 2005), along with personality characteristics, such as attachment anxiety (Lee,
Reese-Weber, and Kahn 2014) also have been found to be both directly associated with
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dating violence, as well as mediating mechanisms through which family factors are
linked to dating violence (Morris, Mrug, and Windle 2015). Other variables that have
been examined in the study of dating violence, though to a lesser extent, include
religiosity and entitlement. Religiosity has been negatively linked with dating violence
attitudes (Berkel, Vandiver, and Bahner 2004), indicating that religiosity may be an
important protective factor because of its focus on personal worth and the worth of
others. Entitlement has been found to be associated with dating violence (Campbell et al.
2004; Tyler et al. 2017), and may relate to other personality factors such as attachment.
Though prior studies have examined many of these correlates individually,
research has not looked at these risk factors simultaneously even though many of these
variables are interrelated. For example, research shows that insecure attachment is
positively associated with risk behaviors, including alcohol use and sexual risk behaviors
(Golder et al. 2005; Rapoza and Baker 2008; Sutton and Simons 2015). As such, a more
complete understanding of how these risk factors are interrelated with dating violence is
needed. Another shortcoming in the literature is that many studies only examine one
component of dating violence (i.e., victimization only or perpetration only). In this paper,
I simultaneously examine a combination of well-studied risk factors of both dating
violence perpetration and victimization (e.g., child physical abuse, poor parenting, and
risk behaviors), as well as less-studied factors (e.g., entitlement, attachment style, and
religiosity) to understand dating violence more completely.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
In this literature review, I discuss three categories of risk factors, that have
individually been examined within the “correlates-only model.” These categories of risk
factors also are associated with four primary theoretical frameworks, which I outline
below. Previous research has determined that there are numerous key phenomena
associated with dating violence. The perspective that primarily examines risk factors as
standalone, without a strong commitment to a theoretical tradition, is often referred to as
a “correlates-only” model (Shorey, Cornelius, and Bell 2008). These correlates can be
divided into different categories, with adverse childhood experiences (Dube et al. 2001)
being the first primary category of risk factors that are popularly studied. These adverse
childhood experiences include child physical and/or sexual abuse (Foshee et al. 2004;
Herrenkohl et al. 2004), witnessing family violence or aggression (Jouriles et al. 2012),
and having poor relationship quality with one’s parents (Cleveland et al. 2003). In
addition to adverse childhood experiences, insecure attachment is a second important risk
factor for dating violence (Bookwala and Zdaniuk 1998; Rapoza and Baker 2008). A
third category that has been examined is risk behaviors, which include risky or antisocial
behaviors such as heavy drinking (Stappenbeck and Fromme 2010), drug use
(McNaughton Reyes et al. 2012), and sexual risk taking behavior, such as having
multiple sexual partners (Alleyne et al. 2011; Schiff and Zeira 2005).
While some dating violence research is characterized by the correlates-only
model, theoretically driven analysis is important to understanding dating violence more
broadly (Shorey et al. 2008). There are four primary theoretical frameworks that have
been used to understand risk factors for dating violence. The first is the backgroundsituational model of dating violence, which posits that those who are more accepting of
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aggression as a result of their upbringing are more likely to engage in dating violence
perpetration, and that acts of aggression are triggered by situational events (Foran and
O’Leary 2008; Foshee, Bauman, and Linder 1999; McNaughton Reyes et al. 2016). The
second is social learning theory (Bandura 1977), which theorizes that aggression is a
socially learned behavior. Third, attachment theory (Hazan and Shaver 1987) posits that
those with secure attachment to their dating partners are less likely to experience or
perpetrate dating violence than those with insecure attachment styles. Finally, the
antisocial orientation perspective (Simons, Burt, and Simons 2008; Simons, Lin, and
Gordon 1998) is also used to explain how adverse childhood experiences are associated
with dating violence perpetration and victimization through risk behaviors such as
substance use and sexual risk taking behavior. Below I examine the literature that is
linked with all four of these theoretical perspectives.
Background-Situational Model of Dating Violence
The background situational model of dating violence suggests that those who are
more accepting of dating aggression are more likely to engage in dating violence
perpetration and experience dating violence victimization (Foshee et al. 1999;
McNaughton Reyes et al. 2016). Acceptance of aggression is assumed to derive from
experiences of violence and poor parenting during childhood, such as child abuse and
inconsistent discipline (Owens and Straus 1975; Simons et al. 1998; Windle and Mrug
2009). This level of acceptance is not restricted to being a victim of violence within the
home, but may also be a result of exposure to other types of violence as a child (Owens
and Straus 1975). For example, witnessing parental violence may lead children to view
aggression as a normative aspect of relationships, and increase their tolerance for it
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(Foshee et al. 1999). The tolerance for violence may be increased further by potential
assessments of violent outcomes as effective or justified. For example, a situation in
which a parent who uses violence to exert his/her decision-making authority and receive
compliance from their partner may result in a child framing violence as an acceptable
way to influence people. Additionally, those who have experienced violence from their
parents are more likely to accept violence as a normative part of close relationships and
as a way of showing love. That is, children who were hit by their parents because they
were told they deserved it are likely to believe they deserve to be hit by others who love
them as well. Previous work supports this notion of intergenerational violence, or the
creation of expectations or norms related to interpersonal relationships based on
experiences in childhood (Straus and Gelles 1990). Research finds that experiencing child
abuse or neglect is associated with perpetration (Widom, Czaja, and Dutton 2014) within
intimate relationships, and this normalization of violence is linked to experiencing
violence in future dating relationships (McNaughton Reyes et al. 2016).
In addition to background factors detailing who is at risk for dating violence, the
background-situational model also examines situational factors that detail when dating
violence is likely to take place. Based on this model, dating violence is likely to occur
when drinking or other judgement-impairing or aggression-inducing substances have
been used, creating a link between the background-situational model and antisocial
orientation perspective (Riggs and O’Leary 1989; Vagi et al. 2013). With the
combination of background characteristics and situational factors, some relationships are
at high risk for dating violence perpetration and victimization. Based on this model,
relationships in which both partners have had adverse childhood experiences and where
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alcohol and drug use are present are likely to be characterized by dating violence
perpetrated by both partners. Additionally, aggressive behavior is another key situational
factor directly tied to background factors in that those who previously experienced
aggression are more likely to believe aggression is acceptable, leading to more situations
in which aggression is present. This combination of past aggression, aggressive attitudes,
and the presence of aggressive behavior may lead to an increased likelihood of dating
violence.
Social Learning Theory
In addition to the background-situational model, social learning theory is also
used to understand how family violence is linked to young adult relationship violence.
Social learning theory holds that violence directed at others is learned from one’s social
environment through the process of observational learning (Bandura 1977). Gelles (1997)
argued that children who grow up in violent homes learn the techniques of being violent
and the justifications for this behavior. Moreover, early exposure to distinctive types of
family violence and abuse are related to the development of unique, and sometimes more
severe, forms of aggression in later life (Bevan and Higgins 2002; Straus, Douglas, and
Medeiros 2013) Children exposed to violence in their family may later imitate the
behavior they have observed, especially if they witness positive outcomes, such as
compliance with demands. Additionally, children exposed to violence may learn to
accept violence as their fate, remaining in situations of victimization. Owens and Straus
(1975) also hold that children exposed to interpersonal violence at a young age, either as
victims or perpetrators, report greater approval of interpersonal violence as adults. This
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heightened approval may lead to continuation of violent relationships in which the
partners would otherwise split up.
More recently, entitlement has been explored as another potential risk factor of
dating violence perpetration, especially among college students (Tyler et al. 2017).
Entitled attitudes consist of beliefs that certain individuals deserve privileges because of
their social status and that they do not need to conform to society’s expectations for
behavior (Greenberger et al 2008). Entitled attitudes are associated with early childhood
exposure to many of the same risk factors associated with dating violence, including child
abuse and domestic violence. In one study, men in college who experienced abuse as a
child and witnessed domestic violence in their families felt entitled to perpetrate violence
against their partners (Silverman et al. 2001). Witnessing or experiencing family violence
is associated with aggression and beliefs that violence is justified, which can be labeled
as an entitled attitude as it involves a belief that the individual does not need to conform
to society’s norms of appropriate behavior (Tyler et al. 2017).
Attachment Theory and Dating Violence
In addition to the background-situational model of dating violence and social
learning theory discussed above, attachment theory is also useful for understanding early
relationships with parents and its link to dating violence. Attachment theory posits that
the parent-child relationship gives the child a framework for interacting with others.
While originally used to describe parent-child relationships, research recognizes that this
framework persists into adolescence and adulthood, where it affects the expectations of
dating relationships (Hazan and Shaver 1987). According to attachment theory, children
who experienced nurturing care while growing up learn a model of interpersonal

8
relationships and a positive model of the self that views themselves and others as worthy
of love and affection (Bartholomew and Horowitz 1991; Bowlby 1988); these individuals
would be deemed as having a secure attachment style. Conversely, children who
experience harsh parenting or child abuse while growing up develop relationships that are
hostile and distrusting, in addition to developing a negative self-concept of oneself and of
others (Bartholomew and Horowitz 1991; Simons et al. 2008). In much of the literature,
this is referred to as insecure attachment, which is split into two categories: anxious and
avoidant (Brennan, Clark, and Shaver 1998; Fraley and Waller 1998). Individuals who
have higher levels of attachment anxiety are afraid of being abandoned, rejected, or
unloved by their romantic partners and they worry about the personal availability of their
dating partners (Brennan et al. 1998; Fraley and Waller 1998). On the other hand,
attachment avoidance holds that certain individuals are uncomfortable when a partner is
too attached or too close to them, or when they feel that they depend too much on their
partner. Attachment avoidance is characterized by one distancing themselves from others
or concealing strong feelings out of worry associated with being too close to other
people, especially their dating partners (Brennan et al. 1998; Fraley and Waller 1998).
Research also shows that individuals with secure attachment have relationships of
higher quality in adulthood than those with insecure attachment (Lee et al. 2014). Those
with insecure attachment styles often have more difficulty managing conflict with their
dating partners (Creasey and Hesson-McInnis 2001) and have more negative experiences
during separation from their partners (Fraley and Shaver 1998). Anxious attachment is an
especially important correlate of dating violence, with many studies showing a positive
association between the two (Bookwala and Zdaniuk 1998; Rapoza and Baker 2008). In
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terms of attachment avoidance, however, studies show mixed results. Some studies have
found a positive association between attachment avoidance and dating violence,
especially when the attachment styles of dating partners are mismatched (Doumas et al.
2008), while other studies have found no association (Bookwala and Zdaniuk 1998;
Rapoza and Baker 2008), or a negative association (Lee et al. 2014).
Antisocial Orientation Perspective
The final theory is the antisocial orientation perspective. According to this theory,
children exposed to poor parenting, such as physical abuse, are at greater risk for dating
violence through delinquent behavior and substance use. Therefore, according to this
perspective, a general pattern of antisocial behavior is passed from parents to their
children and because the children’s antisocial tendencies persist throughout the lifespan,
this affects the probability that they will engage in dating violence (Tussey, Tyler, and
Simons 2018). Negative or abusive early family experiences have been found to be
associated with risk-taking behaviors, especially heavy drinking (Clark et al. 2003;
Kilpatrick et al. 2003). For example, research demonstrates that greater familial conflict
is associated with an increase in risk-taking behaviors later in life (Feldstein and Miller
2006; Igra and Irwin 1996). Additionally, parent-child relationships marked by emotional
distance, non-responsiveness, and greater conflict are associated with more risk-taking
behaviors (Baumrind 1991; Huebner and Howell 2003). Conversely, research shows that
positive mother-child relationships are associated with lower rates of dating violence
perpetration (Cleveland et al. 2003), with less known about the father-child relationship’s
role in dating violence given the paucity of research in this area.

10
Though some college students engage in numerous risk behaviors, alcohol use
and its relationship with dating violence has been studied most frequently (Shorey, Stuart,
and Cornelius 2011; Tyler et al. 2017), while drug use and risky sexual behavior (Gover,
Kaukinen, and Fox 2008; Sutton and Simons 2015) have been studied to a lesser extent.
All three risk taking behaviors, however, have been shown to be associated with dating
violence (Foran and O’Leary 2008; Nabors 2010; Shorey et al. 2011). Much of the
literature examining alcohol use and dating violence focuses on the relationship between
alcohol and aggression, as well as alcohol’s effect on the quality of relationships (Foran
and O’Leary 2008; Shorey et al. 2011). For example, engaging in heavy drinking
behavior may cause aggressive behavior in situations that would otherwise be benign,
leading to acts of perpetration and victimization. The impaired judgement that stems from
alcohol may also exacerbate the risk of victimization for cases in which a sober person
would leave a situation in which they are at risk for experiencing dating violence from a
partner, while someone under the influence of alcohol may not.
Hypotheses
Based on the above literature and theoretical perspectives, I hypothesized the
following: Hypothesis #1: those who experienced poor parenting growing up (i.e.,
witnessing parental violence, more child physical abuse, and more inconsistent
discipline) would be more likely to perpetrate and be a victim of dating violence.
Hypothesis #2: those who had strong supportive ties with parents while growing up (i.e.,
higher maternal and paternal relationship quality and stronger subjective religious beliefs)
would be less likely to perpetrate and be a victim of dating violence. Hypothesis #3: those
with more entitled attitudes, and more anxious or avoidant attachment styles would be
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more likely to perpetrate and be a victim of dating violence. Hypothesis #4: those who
engage in more risky behaviors (i.e., more heavy drinking, more sexual risk behavior and
more drug use) would be more likely to perpetrate and be a victim of dating violence. I
also include respondents’ gender as a control variable in all models as many of the
hypothesized relationships are expected to vary for males and females. Finally, school
location is also used as a control variable in all models.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS
Study Site and Participants
Data were gathered in the 2013-2014 academic year at two large public
universities in the U.S., one in the Midwest and one in the Southeast. Both universities
are public land-grant institutions with undergraduate enrollment ranging from 20,000 to
25,000 students. Racial composition at both locations was approximately 80% White.
The combined sample consisted of 1,482 undergraduate college students, including 778
(52.5%) from the Southeast and 704 (47.5%) from the Midwest. The sample was split
between males (48.8%) and females (51.2%). Most respondents were White (80%),
followed by Black/African American (7.3%); Hispanic or Latino (3.6%); Asian (6.6%);
and 2.4% identified their race as “other.” Final analyses included 1,285 cases after doing
listwise deletion, with approximately 14% of cases removed from final analyses.
Procedure
Undergraduate students enrolled in social science courses completed a paper and
pencil survey of attitudes and experiences about dating, sexuality, and substance use.
Every student was eligible to participate. Students were informed that their participation
was voluntary and their responses were anonymous. They had the option of filling out the
survey for course credit. If they did not wish to complete the survey, they were given
another option. Students were told that if they chose not to fill out the survey or do the
alternative extra credit assignment, it would not affect their course grade. Approximately
98% of all students in attendance across both institutions completed the survey while the
remaining students opted for the alternative assignment. The Institutional Review Board
at both institutions approved this study for their respective location.
Measures
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Dependent variables
Dating violence perpetration (adapted from Straus et al. 1996) included five items
from the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS2), which asked respondents, “During the
past 12 months, how many times have you done each of the following to a current or
former partner:” (1) threw something that could hurt, (2) kicked your partner, (3)
punched or hit your partner with something that could hurt, (4) choked your partner, and
(5) insulted or swore at your partner (0 = never to 4 = more than 10 times). All items
loaded on a single factor (α = .65). Due to skewness, this variable was dichotomized (0 =
never; 1 = at least once).
Dating violence victimization (adapted from Straus et al. 1996) included five
items from the Revised Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS2), which asked respondents “During
the past 12 months, how many times has your current or former partner done each of the
following to you:” (1) threw something that could hurt, (2) kicked you, (3) punched or hit
you with something that could hurt, (4) choked you, and (5) insulted or swore at you (0 =
never to 4 = more than 10 times). All items loaded on a single factor (α = .71). Due to
skewness, this variable was dichotomized (0 = never; 1 = at least once).
Independent variables
Witnessing parental violence was measured using four questions that asked
whether one parent or caregiver did any of the following toward another parent or
caregiver: (1) pushing, shoving, or grabbing, (2) throwing an object at the other person in
anger, (3) threaten to hit the other person, and (4) hitting or punching the other person
using their hand, fist, or another object. Due to skewness, this variable was dichotomized
(0 = never; 1 = at least once).

14
Child physical abuse included four items adapted from the Parent-Child Conflict
Tactics Scale (PC-CTS; Straus et al.1998). Respondents were asked how often a
parent/caregiver had ever: (1) thrown something at them in anger, (2) pushed, shoved or
grabbed them in anger, (3) slapped or spanked them with their hand, and (4) hit them
with an object (0 = never to 4 = frequently or always). Items were summed and then the
variable was logged (due to skewness), whereby a higher score indicates more physical
abuse as a child (α = .82).
Inconsistent discipline included three items that asked about parent discipline.
Respondents were asked how often the following statements applied to them growing up:
(1) sometimes one parent/caregiver would give me permission to do something after the
other parent/caregiver said no, (2) my parents/caregivers had two different standards or
sets of expectations for my behavior, and (3) my parents argued about how rules around
issues such as my curfew, friends, or how I should be disciplined (0 = never to 5 =
always). The three items were summed where a higher score indicates more inconsistent
discipline (α = .76).
Maternal relationship quality included six items that asked respondents what their
relationship with their mother was like when they were growing up at home. Items asked
how often did your mother/female caregiver: (1) listen carefully to your point of view, (2)
shout or yell because she is mad at you, (3) act loving and affectionate toward you, (4)
criticize you or your ideas (5) have a good laugh with you about something that is funny,
and (6) insult or swear at you or call you bad names (1 = always to 5 = never). Certain
items were reverse coded and then a mean scale was created such that a higher score
indicates a more positive relationship with their mother (α = .80).
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Paternal relationship quality included six items that asked respondents what their
relationship with their father was like when they were growing up at home. Items asked
how often did your father/male caregiver: (1) listen carefully to your point of view, (2)
shout or yell because he is mad at you, (3) act loving and affectionate toward you, (4)
criticize you or your ideas (5) have a good laugh with you about something that is funny,
and (6) insult or swear at you or call you bad names (1 = always to 5 = never). Certain
items were reverse coded and then a mean scale was created such that a higher score
indicates a more positive relationship with their father (α = .76).
Religiosity included two items, which asked how often respondents attended
religious services (0 = never to 5 = more than once per week) and the influence of
religious beliefs on their daily life (0 = none, 1 = something I sometimes consider when
making decisions, and 2 = my religious beliefs guide nearly every decision I make). The
two items were first standardized, and then summed such that a higher score indicates
higher religiosity (α = .72).
Entitlement included six items adapted from the Psychological Entitlement Scale
(Campbell et al. 2004) such as “I honestly feel I’m just more deserving than others,”
“Things should go my way,” and “It is hard for me to resist acting on feelings,” (1 =
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). Items loaded on one factor. A mean scale was
created where a higher score indicates higher entitlement (α = .73).
Attachment anxiety was measured using four items from the Experiences in Close
Relationships-Revised Questionnaire (Fraley, Waller, and Brennan 2000): (1) I worry
that romantic partners won’t care about me as much as I care about them, (2) I worry a
fair amount about losing my partner, (3) I resent it when my partner spends time away
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from me, and (4) I worry about being abandoned or rejected by my partner (1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly agree). A mean scale was created such that a higher score
indicates more attachment anxiety (α = .82).
Attachment avoidance was assessed using four items (adapted from Fraley et al.
2000): (1) I don’t like showing a partner how I feel deep down, (2) when my partner
starts to get close to me I find myself pulling away, (3) I avoid sharing personal feelings
with romantic partners, and (4) I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic
partners (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). A mean scale was created such that
a higher score indicates more attachment avoidance (α = .84).
Heavy drinking included two items (adapted from Testa, Livingston, and Leonard
2003), which asked respondents, During the past 12 months, “how many times have you
gotten drunk on alcohol” and “how many times have you consumed five or more
(if you’re a man)/four or more (if you’re a woman) drinks in a single sitting” (0 = never
to 5 = five or more days per week). The two items were averaged such that a higher score
indicates more frequent heavy drinking (Testa et al. 2003). The correlation between the
two items is .87.
Sexual risk behavior included three items, which asked (1) how old they were the
first time they had sexual intercourse (1 = less than 14 years old to 5 = never experienced
sexual intercourse); (2) the number of people they have had sexual intercourse with
(vaginal or anal penetration; 1 = none to 5 = 10 or more); and (3) how often they use
condoms during sexual intercourse (1= always to 3 = never; 4 = never had sexual
intercourse). Item 1 was recoded such that a higher score indicates earlier sexual
initiation. Additionally, respondents who reported never having sex for item 3 were
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coded as “1.” The three items were standardized and then a mean scale was created where
a higher score indicates riskier sexual behavior (α = .71).
Drug risk behavior included two items, which asked respondents how often they
ever smoked marijuana and how often they ever used prescription drugs (e.g., Adderall)
that were not prescribed for them or used them in a way other than how the doctor
prescribed their use (0 = never to 4 = more than 10 times). A mean scale was created
where a higher score indicates more frequent lifetime drug risk behavior. The correlation
between the two items is .65.
Gender was self-reported and was coded as 0 = male and 1 = female.
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CHAPTER 4: STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
All analyses were conducted in IBM SPSS Version 25. I first ran bivariate
correlations to show the relationship between the dependent variables with each of the
independent variables. Next, I used logistic regression for my multivariate analyses. I
chose logistic regression for my analytic strategy because this is the appropriate statistical
procedure when the dependent variables (i.e., dating violence victimization and dating
violence perpetration) are dichotomous. I ran five models for each of the two dependent
variables (i.e., dating violence victimization and dating violence perpetration). I stepped
in each block of variables so I could see the effect of each block. The first model included
gender. The second model added three variables for adverse childhood experiences,
including witnessing parental violence, child physical abuse, and inconsistent discipline.
Next, I included the protective variables of religiosity, as well as maternal and paternal
relationship quality in model 3. The fourth model included the personality variables,
entitlement, attachment anxiety, and attachment avoidance. Finally, the last model (full
model) added risky behaviors (i.e., heavy drinking, sexual and drug risk behaviors) and
contained all study variables. Although I tested interactions for gender with all study
variables, no significant interactions were found. Additionally, all multivariate analyses
controlled for school location even though this variable is not included in the tables. All
values in Tables 2 and 3 are reported in odds ratios (OR). A p value of less than or equal
to .05 is considered significant for these analyses.
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS
Bivariate Correlations
The bivariate correlations, means, and standard deviations are provided in Table
1. Results of the bivariate correlations show that dating violence perpetration and
victimization are highly correlated (r = .79; p ≤ 0.01). Additionally, dating violence
perpetration is significantly correlated with every variable except for school location.
That is, those students who have perpetrated dating violence are more likely to be female
(r = .12; p ≤ 0.01), to have witnessed parental violence (r = .11; p ≤ 0.01), to have
experienced more child physical abuse (r = .11; p ≤ 0.01), and more inconsistent
discipline (r = .09; p ≤ 0.01), to have more entitled attitudes (r = .11; p ≤ 0.01), higher
attachment (r = .07; p ≤ 0.01), and higher rates of heavy drinking (r = .15; p ≤ 0.01),
sexual risk behavior (r = 0.14; p ≤ 0.01), and drug risk behavior (r = .22; p ≤ 0.01).
Students who have perpetrated dating violence are less likely to be religious (r = -.14; p ≤
0.01), have poorer relationship quality with both their mother (r = -.11; p ≤ 0.01) and
their father (r = -.06; p ≤ 0.01), and these students also have lower avoidant attachment
style (r = -.07; p ≤ 0.01).
In terms of dating violence victimization, students who report being victims of
dating violence are more likely to be female (r = .06; p ≤ 0.05), to have witnessed
parental violence (r = .10; p ≤ 0.01), to have experienced more child physical abuse (r =
.10; p ≤ 0.01) and more inconsistent discipline (r = .08; p ≤ 0.01), to have more entitled
attitudes (r = .08; p ≤ 0.01) and higher attachment anxiety (r = .10; p ≤ 0.01), and higher
rates of heavy drinking (r = .16; p ≤ 0.01), sexual risk behavior (r = .16; p ≤ 0.01), and
drug risk behavior (r = .21; p ≤ 0.01). Finally, students who were victims of dating
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violence were less likely to be religious (r = -.12; p ≤ 0.01) and had poorer relationship
quality with both their mother (r = -.09; p ≤ 0.01) and their father (r = -.06; p ≤ 0.05).
Results of the logistic regression analysis are shown in Tables 2 and 3. Table 2
shows the results of the models examining dating violence victimization, while Table 3
shows results for those models examining dating violence perpetration. The odds ratios
are provided for each model. As can be seen in the tables, there is significant overlap
between the two sets of models for dating violence victimization and perpetration.
Dating Violence Victimization
The results for the dating violence victimization logistic regression models are
found in Table 2. In Model 1, being female was associated with an increased likelihood
of experiencing dating violence victimization (OR = 1.288; p ≤ 0.05). That is, the odds of
being a victim of dating violence were elevated by 29% for females compared to males.
Model 2, which included the adverse childhood experiences variables, revealed
that child physical abuse was positively associated with dating violence victimization
(OR = 1.786; p ≤ 0.01). That is, experiencing more frequent child abuse was associated
with a 79% increase in the odds of experiencing dating violence victimization.
Inconsistent discipline was positively associated as well (OR = 1.040; p ≤ 0.05). Those
who indicated more frequent parental discrepancies in discipline had a 4% higher odds of
experiencing dating violence victimization. Witnessing parental violence was not
significantly associated with dating violence victimization. Similar to Model 1, gender
(OR = 1.381; p ≤ 0.01) was associated with dating violence victimization. Inclusion of
the adverse childhood experiences variables increased the level of variance explained to
3%.
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Model 3, which added the protective factors, revealed that religiosity was
significantly associated with dating violence victimization (OR = 0.873; p ≤ 0.01)
indicating that each standardized unit increase on the religiosity scale was associated with
a 13% lower odds of experiencing dating violence victimization. Neither maternal nor
paternal relationship quality were significant. All other variables that were significant in
Models 1 and 2, remained significant in this model with the exception of inconsistent
discipline. The level of variance explained in Model 3 was 5%.
Model 4, which included the personality variables, revealed that attachment
anxiety was positively associated with dating violence victimization (OR = 1.254; p ≤
0.01). That is, each unit increase on the attachment anxiety scale was associated with a
25% higher odds of being a victim of dating violence. Attachment avoidance was
negatively associated with dating violence victimization (OR = 0.786; p ≤ 0.01)
indicating that each unit increase on the attachment voidance scale was associated with a
21% lower odds of experiencing dating violence victimization. Entitlement was not
associated with dating violence victimization. Child physical abuse remained
significantly associated with dating violence victimization (OR = 1.804; p ≤ 0.05).
Similar to prior models, maternal and paternal relationship quality and inconsistent
discipline were not significantly associated with dating violence victimization whereas
gender (OR = 1.349; p ≤ 0.05) and religiosity (OR = 0.870; p ≤ 0.01) remained
significant correlates. The addition of the personality variables increased the explanation
of variance to 7% in Model 4.
The final (full) model added the risky behavior variables in Model 5. Results
showed that heavy drinking was positively associated with dating violence victimization
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(OR = 1.314; p ≤ 0.05). That is, those who reported heavier drinking had a 31% higher
odds of experiencing dating violence victimization. Sexual risk behavior was also
associated with an increased odds of dating violence victimization (OR = 1.280; p ≤
0.05). In other words, higher rates of sexual risk taking behavior was associated with a
28% higher odds of being a victim of dating violence. Also, drug risk behavior was
positively associated with dating violence victimization (OR = 1.285; p ≤ 0.01) indicating
that more drug risk behavior was associated with a 29% higher odds of being a victim of
dating violence. Like prior models, gender, child physical abuse, and attachment anxiety
and attachment avoidance remained associated with dating violence victimization.
However, religiosity was no longer significant in the final model. The addition of the
risky behavior variables increased the explained variance to 15% for dating violence
victimization.
Dating Violence Perpetration
The results for the dating violence perpetration logistic regression models are
found in Table 3. In Model 1, being female was associated with an increased likelihood
of perpetrating dating violence (OR = 1.688; p ≤ 0.01). That is, the odds of perpetrating
dating violence were elevated by 69% for females compared to males. Gender alone
accounted for 2% of the variance in dating violence perpetration.
Model 2, which included the adverse childhood experiences variables, revealed
that child physical abuse was positively associated with dating violence perpetration (OR
= 1.978; p ≤ 0.01). In other words, experiencing more frequent child abuse was
associated with a 98% increase in the odds of perpetrating dating violence. Inconsistent
discipline also was positively associated with dating violence perpetration (OR = 1.049; p
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≤ 0.05). That is, those who indicated more frequent parental discrepancies in discipline
had a 5% higher odds of perpetrating dating violence. Parental violence was not
significantly associated with dating violence perpetrating. Similar to Model 1, gender
remained a significant correlate of dating violence perpetration. The inclusion of the
adverse childhood experiences variables increased the level of variance explained to 6%.
Model 3, which added the protective factors variables, revealed that religiosity
was associated with a reduced likelihood of dating violence perpetration (OR = 0.841; p
≤ 0.01). That is, each standard unit increase on the religiosity scale resulted in a 16%
lower odds of perpetrating dating violence. Neither maternal or paternal relationship
quality were associated with dating violence perpetration. Like the prior models, gender,
and child physical abuse remained significant correlates of dating violence perpetration
while inconsistent discipline was no longer significant. The level of variance explained in
Model 3 was 9%.
The personality variables were added in Model 4. Results revealed that
entitlement was positively associated with dating violence perpetration (OR = 1.307; p ≤
0.01). That is, each single-unit increase in entitlement was associated with a 31% higher
odds of perpetrating dating violence. Also, attachment anxiety was positively associated
with dating violence perpetration (OR = 1.157; p ≤ 0.05) indicating that each unit
increase on the attachment anxiety scale was associated with a 16% higher odds of
perpetrating dating violence. Attachment avoidance was negatively associated with
dating violence perpetration (OR = 0.741; p ≤ 0.01) revealing that each unit increase on
the attachment avoidance scale was associated with a 26% lower odds of perpetrating
dating violence. Additionally, gender, child physical abuse, and religiosity remained
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significant correlates. The addition of the personality variables increased the explained
variance to 12%.
Model 5, the full model, added the risky behavior variables. Results revealed that
heavy drinking was positively associated with dating violence perpetration (OR = 1.316;
p ≤ 0.01). That is, those who reported heavier drinking had a 32% higher odds of
perpetrating dating violence. Also, drug risk behavior was positively associated with
dating violence perpetration (OR = 1.355; p ≤ 0.01). That is, more drug risk behaviors
were associated with a 36% higher odds of perpetrating dating violence. Sexual risk
behavior was not significantly associated with dating violence perpetration. Additionally,
maternal relationship quality was significant in the full model (OR = 0.778; p ≤ 0.05). In
other words, a more positive relationship with one’s mother reduced the likelihood of
dating violence perpetration by 22%. Finally, similar to Model 4, gender, child physical
abuse, religiosity, and the personality variables all remained significantly associated with
dating violence perpetration. The addition of the risky behavior variables increased the
explained variance to 19% for dating violence perpetration.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to investigate the role of adverse childhood
experiences, protective factors, personality characteristics, and risky behaviors on dating
violence victimization and perpetration. Overall, there was significant overlap in the risk
factors for dating violence perpetration and victimization. I found that experiencing more
child physical abuse, having a more anxious attachment style, and having more heavy
drinking and drug risk behaviors were positively associated with both dating violence
perpetration and victimization. Attachment avoidance was negatively associated with
both dating violence perpetration and victimization. In terms of protective factors,
religion and having more positive maternal relationship quality while growing up were
negatively associated with dating violence perpetration. Finally, females were more likely
than males to perpetrate and experience dating violence.
The findings as a whole are generally consistent with all four theoretical
perspectives. First, the results support the background-situational model of dating
violence (Riggs and O’Leary 1989) in that both background, such as child physical
abuse, and situational factors, including heavy drinking, drug risk behavior, and/or sexual
risk behavior, were associated with dating violence perpetration and victimization.
Second, these findings also support social learning theory (Bandura 1977), such that
children who grew up in violent homes likely learn techniques of being violent and may
accept violence as a normal part of life. Attachment theory (Bowlby 1988) is also
supported by the findings given that insecure attachment styles (i.e. attachment anxiety
and avoidance) are associated with dating violence perpetration and victimization. Lastly,
the findings also are consistent with the antisocial orientation perspective (Simons, Burt,
and Simons 2008) such that risky behaviors are associated with dating violence
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perpetration and victimization. The consistency of the findings with all four theoretical
perspectives with the similarity in risk factors between perpetration and victimization
supports past findings that dating violence is bi-directional, with individuals being likely
to act as perpetrators and experience victimization at the same time (Dardis et al. 2015).
Hypothesis one, that those who experienced poor parenting growing up would be
more likely to perpetrate and be a victim of dating violence, was partially supported in
that child physical abuse was positively associated with dating violence perpetration and
victimization whereas inconsistent discipline and witnessing parental violence were not.
The first finding is consistent with previous research (Lee, Reese-Weber, and Kahn 2014;
Simons et al. 2008; Tussey et al.2018). Experiencing more child physical abuse was
positively associated with both dating violence perpetration and victimization. This
finding is supportive of both the background-situational model of dating violence and
social learning theory. It is possible that those who experience physical abuse in
childhood learn to commit acts of violence toward those for whom they care, especially if
violence is associated with compliance (Foshee, Bauman, and Linder 1999).
Additionally, children may learn to accept violence from those whom they love because
violence is often “deserved” or viewed as a sign of intimacy (McNaughton Reyes et al.
2016). In addition to child physical abuse, inconsistent discipline was significant in
Model 2 in both perpetration and victimization models. This is consistent with past
findings (Simons, Lin, and Gordon 1998; Windle and Mrug 2009). Witnessing parental
violence is not significantly associated with perpetration or victimization as
hypothesized. This lack of a significant finding could result from respondents not directly
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witnessing conflicts between parents, even if they occurred in the home when they were
growing up.
The second hypothesis, which was that those with stronger supportive ties and
stronger subjective religious beliefs (religiosity) would be less likely to perpetrate and be
a victim of dating violence, was partially supported. Consistent with the research on
religiosity and violence attitudes (Berkel, Vandiver, and Bahner 2004), higher levels of
religiosity were associated with a lower likelihood of perpetrating dating violence.
Individuals who report that they have stronger religious beliefs tend to be less likely to
perpetrate dating violence as a result of positive religious values. It is possible that those
with stronger religious beliefs attend church or other places of worship more often and
thus have stronger supportive ties. Having these supportive ties may increase the
likelihood that the young adult will reach out to them for guidance when relationship
problems arise, lowering the risk of the young adult resorting to violence to solve the
problem. Further, those who are more religious might also be subjected to more social
controls which keeps their behavior “in check” and lowers their risk for perpetrating
dating violence.
The findings also reveal that the relationship between religiosity and dating
violence victimization disappears when risky behaviors are included in the models, which
suggests that perhaps more religious students are not engaging in these types of risky
behaviors. These students may also avoid situations where drugs and alcohol are present
and thus lowers their risk of partaking in these activities. Additionally, it is possible that
risky behaviors have a stronger association with dating violence than religiosity,
overshadowing the positive influence of religion in the model. This finding could also
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indicate that those with stronger religious beliefs are less likely to place themselves in
risky situations where there is the possibility of aggression and violence. Consistent with
past research (Cleveland, Herrera, and Stuewig 2003; Tussey et al. 2018), higher
maternal relationship quality was associated with a reduced likelihood of dating violence
perpetration in the full model. This finding indicates that maternal relationship quality is
a protective factor against dating violence perpetration. Positive parenting that is
characterized by good communication between mothers and children could lead to an
improved understanding of appropriate and inappropriate dating behaviors, leading to a
reduction in the likelihood of dating violence perpetration in young adulthood. Relatedly,
having a strong relationship with a maternal figure may increase the likelihood that when
problems do arise in the young adult’s life, they will be more likely to confide in their
mother about the issue compared to young people without this supportive attachment.
Paternal relationship quality was not significantly associated with dating violence
victimization or perpetration. This could be a result of fewer students having fathers in
their lives than mothers, reducing the overall variance, as children of single parents are
more likely to live with their mothers than their fathers (Vespa, Lewis, and Kreider
2013).
The third hypothesis, those with more entitled attitudes, and more anxious or
avoidant attachment styles, would be more likely to perpetrate and be a victim of dating
violence, was partially supported. Consistent with the hypothesis and literature
(Silverman et al. 2001; Tyler et al. 2017), more entitled attitudes were associated with an
increased likelihood of dating violence perpetration. Those with entitled attitudes may
feel that they do not have to abide by societal norms surrounding the use of violence in
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their dating relationships. Thus, some individuals may be more likely to use dating
violence to control their partners “because they can.” More entitled individuals may also
feel as though they alone are entitled to the love and attention of their partner, causing
higher levels of conflict, which can lead to violence. Consistent with the literature and
theoretical perspectives (Bookwala and Zdaniuk 1998; Bowlby 1988), more attachment
anxiety was associated with both dating violence perpetration and victimization. This
suggests that those who have an anxious attachment style feel preoccupied about “losing”
their partners to other individuals and activities. As a result, they may be more likely to
use violent tactics in response to perceived loss. Thus, individuals with anxious
attachment styles use violence as a tactic to prevent what they perceive as loss of control
of their partners. Additionally, those with anxious attachment styles may tolerate violence
from their partner because they fear that their partner would leave if they were not
compliant. Accepting violence in the situation of anxious attachment could be a tactic of
self-preservation and peace-keeping in the relationship. Contrary to this hypothesis, more
attachment avoidance was associated with a lower likelihood of dating violence
victimization and perpetration. This could result from the fact that individuals with
avoidant attachment styles may not form close connections in the first place. Since the
connection with their dating partner is weaker, they may break off their relationships at
the first sign of conflict, avoiding situations that may lead them to experience dating
violence. Additionally, those who have more avoidant attachment styles may hide strong
emotions, such as anger, preventing dating violence perpetration.
Risky behaviors were significantly associated with a higher likelihood of dating
violence perpetration and victimization, which partially supports the fourth hypothesis,
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which was that those who engage in more risky behaviors (i.e., more heavy drinking,
more sexual risk behavior and more drug use) would be more likely to perpetrate and be a
victim of dating violence. This finding is consistent with prior research using the
antisocial orientation perspective, which holds that risky behaviors are a component of a
larger repertoire of antisocial behaviors (Simons et al. 2008; Tussey et al. 2018). Heavy
drinking and drug risk behaviors are associated with an increased likelihood of dating
violence perpetration. One possible explanation for this association is that alcohol and
drugs increase the likelihood of aggression (Shorey, Stuart, and Cornelius 2011), leading
to dating violence perpetration. Thus, conflicts that occur under the influence of alcohol
and drugs may be more likely to become violent. Alcohol and drugs may impair
judgement, leading individuals to escalate conflicts when they otherwise would decide
not to. Additionally, heavy drinking, sexual risk behavior, and drug risk behavior are
associated with an increased likelihood of dating violence victimization. This finding is
consistent with the background-situational model (Riggs and O’Leary 1989), in which
risky situations facilitate the occurrence of dating violence. The use of alcohol and drugs
may impair judgement, leading individuals to find themselves in a situation while they
are impaired in which they are at risk for being victimized. Under the influence of alcohol
and drugs, individuals may unknowingly or unintentionally provoke their partners
through aggressive behavior, leading them to become victims of dating violence.
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CHAPTER 7: LIMITATIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS
Limitations
This study is not without limitations. First, all information comes from selfreports, which leaves the potential for underreporting or misreporting due to the sensitive
nature of the questions or the reference periods used. Second, all data come from the
same time-period, so inferences about causal ordering cannot be made with regards to
risk behaviors and dating violence experiences. Finally, because students were not
randomly selected, findings cannot be generalized to all undergraduate students enrolled
in social science courses in the Midwest and Southeast.
Policy and Practice Implications
Given the current findings regarding protective factors, namely that higher
maternal relationship quality and religiosity lowers the likelihood of dating violence, this
study has important implications on policy and practice. First, practitioners who work
with populations who are at-risk for dating violence, especially young adults, should help
to encourage positive parenting practices, especially improved communication between
parents and children. By ensuring that children have open and honest means of
communicating with their parents about relationship concerns, the likelihood of dating
violence perpetration and victimization may decrease. Moreover, the protective factors of
religion should be explored by practitioners, especially the social ties within the religious
community. Practitioners may work closely with religious leaders to develop dating
violence prevention programs that are culturally relevant for students with strong
religious beliefs. Future researchers and practitioners could also explore partnerships with
religious communities to gain more information about prevention and treatment of
victims of dating violence.
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In addition to protective factors, working with attachment and entitlement
behaviors are another way of exploring dating violence prevention. Practitioners may
work to introduce a more positive, secure model of adult attachment in therapeutic work,
potentially preventing or reducing future acts of dating violence. By working with clients
to improve self-concept and perception of self-worth, they may improve how the client
forms bonds with their romantic partner, reducing the likelihood of relationship conflict
and dating violence. By nurturing a secure attachment style, practitioners may give young
adults the confidence they need to leave abusive partners. In addition to attachment,
practitioners may work to reduce entitled behaviors through therapy, reducing the
likelihood that clients will commit acts of dating violence against their partners.
Finally, individuals who work with young adults should continue to advocate for
a reduction in risky behaviors to prevent dating violence perpetration and victimization.
By encouraging young adults to stay away from excessive drinking, drugs, and risky sex,
dating violence perpetration and victimization could be reduced. In addition to risk, my
findings reveal that early childhood experiences are particularly important in setting the
stage for future relationships. Practitioners should continue working with parents to
model healthy parenting while their children are very young, increasing the likelihood
that their children will practice safe relationship behaviors in the future.
Conclusions
This research makes several meaningful contributions to the literature. First, I
based this work on four primary theories of dating violence, using measures of poor
parenting, protective factors, entitlement, attachment, and risky behaviors. Past research
on dating violence has been fragmented, with studies focusing on only one or two key
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theories at a time. Thus, the current results provide a more comprehensive understanding
of dating violence perpetration and victimization. The findings reveal that an integration
of all relevant theories is necessary when studying dating violence. Second, this study
included protective factors and demonstrated that religiosity and strong maternal
relationship quality have the potential for protecting young adults from perpetrating
dating violence and becoming a victim of dating violence. These protective factors
emphasize the importance of social ties in the lives of young adults. In addition, these
protective factors lead to important practical and policy implications. Third, childhood
experiences continue to impact the lives of young people and the quality of their
relationships. Adverse childhood experiences set the stage for potential relationship
problems in the future, further highlighting the importance of good parenting in the future
adjustment of children. Finally, the findings demonstrate that risky behaviors raise the
likelihood of experiencing dating violence, reiterating the importance for programs
devoted to the reduction of risky behaviors in young adulthood.
Future research should continue to utilize a multi-perspective model of dating
violence, as components of all four theories had associations with dating violence
perpetration and victimization. Future studies may also wish to include a comparison of
different types of violence, such as victimization only or perpetration only, as the risk
factors for these specific types may also vary. In addition, practitioners should recognize
the many factors, as well as the relationships between them, that raise or lower the
likelihood of dating violence. Importantly, in addition to examining maternal relationship
quality and religiosity, practitioners and researchers could also examine other potential
protective factors in the development of dating violence prevention programs and in
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therapeutic treatment. Finally, examining potential partnerships between religious leaders
and experts in the field of dating violence may be beneficial in the prevention of dating
violence.
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APPENDIX A: TABLES
Table 1: Bivariate Correlations and Descriptive Statistics

1

DV perpetration

2

DV victimization

3

Female

4

School location

5

Parental violence

6

Child physical abuse

7

Inconsistent discipline

8

Maternal rel. quality

9

Paternal rel. quality

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1

.79**

.12**

-.26

.11**

.11**

.09**

-.11**

-.06*

1

.06*

.00

.10**

.10**

.08**

-.09**

1

.16**

-.00

-.12**

-.10**

.06*

1

.03

-.10**

.06**

1

.35**

.30**

1

12

13

14

15

16

-.14** .11**

.07**

-.07**

.15**

.14**

.22**

-.06*

-.12** .08**

.10**

-.05

.16**

.16**

.21**

.12**

.09**

-.04

.12**

-.07*

-.26**

-.16**

-.24**

-.06*

-.07*

.02

-.00

.08**

.04

-.18**

.06*

-.09**

-.33**

-.31**

-.13** .11**

.09**

.02

-.03

.11**

.03

.18**

-.40**

-.32**

.00

.10**

.12**

.00

.11**

.08**

1

-.29**

-.31**

-.11** .18**

.05

.10**

.06*

.13**

.11**

1

.41**

.13**

-.11**

-.13**

-.20**

.01

-.10**

-.06*

1

.13**

-.08**

-.11**

-.17**

.03

-.09**

-.04

1

-.09**

-.06**

-.10**

-.28*

-.11**

-.25**

1

.10**

.10**

.09**

.18**

.07**

1

.31**

-.01

.04

-.02

1

.16**

.09**

.04

1

.26**

.45*

1

.42**

10 Religion scale
11 Entitlement

11

.11**

12 Attachment anxiety
13 Attachment avoidance
14 Heavy drinking
15 Sexual risk behavior
16 Drug risk behavior

1

Mean

0.40 0.37

0.53

0.49

0.12

0.35

2.90

4.19

4.01

0.00

2.23

2.70

2.46

1.24

0.34

1.88

Standard deviation

0.49 0.48

0.50

0.45

0.24

0.29

1.80

0.62

0.72

1.00

0.72

0.89

1.02

1.00

0.59

1.26

Note: DV = Dating Violence; Rel = Relationship. *p ≤ 0.05; ** p ≤ 0.01
N=1,285
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Table 2: Logistic Regression Models for Correlates of Dating Violence Victimization
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
n = 1,285
B
OR
B
OR
B
OR
Female
.253
1.288*
.323
1.381**
.369
1.447**
Parental violence
Child physical abuse
Inconsistent discipline
Maternal rel. quality
Paternal rel. quality
Religiosity
Entitlement
Attachment anxiety
Attachment avoidance

.414
.580
.039

1.513
1.786**
1.040*

Model 4

Model 5

B
.299

OR
1.349*

B
.620

OR
1.858**

.274
.611
.033

1.315
1.842**
1.033

.135
.590
.031

1.144
1.804*
1.032

.184
.526
.018

1.202
1.692*
1.018

-.063
.014
-.136

.939
1.014
.873**

-.092
-.006
-.139

.912
.994
.870**

-.117
-.067
-.059

0.889
0.935
.942

.165
.226
-.240

1.179
1.254**
.786**

.114
.248
-.299

1.121
1.281**
.742**

.273
.247
.251

1.314*
1.280*
1.285**

Heavy drinking
Sexual risk behavior
Drug risk behavior
Nagelkerke R2

.00
.03
.05
.07
Note: Rel. = relationship. **p ≤.01; *p ≤ .05. Models control for school location.

.15
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Table 3: Logistic Regression Models for Correlates of Dating Violence Perpetration
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3

Female
Parental violence
Child physical abuse
Inconsistent discipline
Maternal rel. quality
Paternal rel. quality
Religion
Entitlement
Attachment anxiety
Attachment avoidance

B
.524

OR
1.688**

Model 4

Model 5

B
.615

OR
1.850**

B
.679

n = 1,285
OR
1.972**

.486
.682
.048

1.626
1.978**
1.049*

.297
.698
.039

1.346
2.009**
1.040

.130
.695
.034

1.139
2.004**
1.035

.188
.633
.021

1.206
1.883*
1.021

-.160
.059
-.174

.852
1.061
.841**

-.217
.026
-.180

.805
1.026
.835**

-.251
-.036
-.096

.778*
.964
.908*

.268
.146
-.299

1.307**
1.157*
.741**

.230
.165
-.359

1.258**
1.180*
.698**

.274
.172
.304

1.316**
1.188
1.355**

B
.636

OR
1.888**

B
.994

OR
2.703**

Heavy drinking
Sexual risk behavior
Drug risk behavior
Nagelkerke R2

.02
.06
.09
.12
Note: Rel. = relationship. **p ≤.01; *p ≤ .05. Models control for school location.

.19

42

